INTRODUCTION	Ixxvii
it has been regarded as axiomatic that the whole structure
of mercantilist doctrines and policy was grounded upon a
confusion of money with wealth. Yet it is, on the surface,
a singular notion that the business men of the seventeenth
century—whose education was often much wider than that
enjoyed by their modern successors, foi they sometimes
knew Hebrew, Greek and Latin, and (like Mun, Child and
Dudley North) could compose instructive economic * Dis-
courses '—should have entertained delusions about money
and wealth which are patently absurd. It can be demon-
strated that the bulk of mercantilist writers did not believe
in the crude fallacies generally attributed to them. They
did not misconceive the true nature of wealth, which they
elucidated in comprehensive terms ; nor were they ignorant
of the functions of money but had grasped in its essentials
the Quantity Theory, which relates the value of money to
by Mr E. Heckscher—Deposits abroad " are a result of economic develop-
ments since the Age of Mercantilism " : Mercantilism, revised ed. 1935,
vol. ii. 213.)
Mr Viner remarks (op. cit. 2) that where he is dealing with the same
topics " there is no substantial conflict of interpretation or appraisalJJ
between his views and those of Mr Heckscher. Actually the latter in his
Article on " Mercantilism " in The Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences
(x. 338) states : " It is of course a travesty of the real opinion of these
writers to say with Adam Smith that they identified wealth—an income—
with money ". This opinion, expressed in 1933, concurs with that which
I advanced in my first edition in 1931 (infra, vol. iii. 2, 62 seq.)> In his
revised edition of Mercantilism, published in 1935 (vol. ii. 186, 188-189), Mr
Heckscher writes in a similar strain : " The function which the Mercan-
tilists assigned to money and the precious metals outside the exchange
mechanism was characterized, by its critics, by the expression—the
identification of wealth and money. This must really have meant that in
the mercantilist view there could be no other object of economic value apart
from money. Expressed in this way, the statement is so obviously absurd
that it may be taken for granted that no Mercantilist ever actually held
this view ". And again : " The Mercantilists would naturally not deny
that people must eat, clothe themselves, and have a roof over their heads.
In the same way they certainly did not imagine that food, clothing and
houses could be made from the precious metals. ... It would be grotesque
to interpret their silence [se. those who ' did not state this explicitly '] as
though what remained unsaid did not exist for them. Many statements
can be found referring to other objects of wealth ".
Mr Viner, in reference to my criticism of the conventional interpreta-
tion of Mercantilism, observes (op. cit. 2) : "I have not felt obliged to
modify my appraisal because of what he has written ". Mr Heckscher,
whose economic analysis is combined with historical insight and erudition,
alludes (op, cit. i. 224) to " the numerous cases in which we have, inde-
pendently, arrived at the same conclusion *'„

